A quality control program utilizing both "known" and "blind" control specimens was analyzed in the routine clinical chemistry laboratory. The results obtained with the control samples of 18 automated and nonautomated procedures demonstrated the presenceof analytical bias. Only through the evaluation of blind control samples tested at random times can a reliable measure of the proficiency of the laboratory be achieved.
A considerable number of these control specimens are sent through the laboratory as "blind" samples. When reviewing our control data, we wondered whether a systematic difference appears between the data derived from known and unknown control samples. If no significant divergence between the 2 groups could be found in our laboratory, it would permit us to reduce the number of "blind" samples.
When reviewing the literature we found to our surprise only one reference dealing with this subject matter in a clinical laboratory, and this one reported tile absence of bias between known and unknown control results (i). The purpose of this h-t'port is to make available our data on known and unknown control samples and to report the presence of bias. In addition, we would like to present our standard deviations and coefficient of variation of a variety of tests from a single identified source.
Methods
The presently used quality control method was instituted 2 years ago with assistance from The Ohio State I. lilversity Statistics l)ivisioii (2) (3) (4) 
Results

of control analysis over a period of 6 months showed differences between sonic of tile known and unknown controls (Tal)le 1). rflle mean values of the known calcium pool and tile blind control for calcium, for instance,differ by about 1% while the standard deviation differsby a factor of about 2.
1xanumation of time results of 18 tests in Table 1 shows that the known control samples for 16 of the 18 tests had a smaller standard deviation and 15 of tile 18 tests had a smaller coefficient of variation than the unknown controls.
The prohalility of this occurring by cilance alone is less than 0.001 for the standard deviation and less than 0.01 for the coefficient of variation in a one-tailed test. Since the data did not follow a parametric or normal distribution, a nonparametric statistical analysis, that is, a binomial distribution, was employed for the calculations. f Automated
procedures.
Examination of each of the seven automated tests shows that the average of the monthly standard deviations and of the monthly coefficients of variation of the unknown control samples was greater than the known samples in all cases (7+). The probability of this occurring by chance is less than 0.01. Of the 11 nonautomated tests, tile standard deviation of tile unknown controls was greater than that of known controls in 9 instances, and tue coefficient of variation was greater in eight tests. The probability of this occurring by chance is 0.027 for the standard deviation arid 0.081 for the coefficient of variation.
Discussion
The data in Table 1 convinced himself of initialsatisfactoryperformance of the procedure, these samples failto unmask instrument driftsand specimen interaction (8). Amenta (8) also reported twofold differences in standard errors between samples which in each run were placed in the same position, usually directly after tile standard and duplicate samples which were placed at random. It is generally acknowledged that drifts occur, as evidenced by shifts of known control results.
Unfortunately, under the pressure of daily routine and the boredom of reading peak after peak from the recorder, it is virtually impossible to correct for drifts unless the error becomes of such magnitude that the elimination of the underlying malfunction becomes mandatory, or if the error is of lesser magnitude, it call be compensated, for instance, with a computer-aided program.
We feel that, at least ill part, a similar situation can occur for automated procedures as that described for manual technics by Robinson (9).
